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For  the  past  year,  the  State  Commission  on  Local  Government 
has  been  studying  Montana's  welfare  system,  and  the  roles 
county  and  state  governments  play  in  that  system. 

The  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  will  be  presenting 
legislation  concerning  changes  in  Montana's  current  welfare 
system  to  the  1977  Legislature.   The  Commission's  recommenda- 
tions IS  that: 


y 


^'     l^ll.Efo^o^ic  Assistance  and  Social  Service  programs 
be  administered  and  financed  by  the  state,  from  ?he 
state  income  tax,  through  legislative  appropriation   beain- 
ning  the  second  year  of  the  1977-79  biennium.  ^ 

The  Commission  further  recommends  that  a  state  level 
advisory  council  be  created  which  will  serve  from 
July  1,  1977  to  June  30,  1978.   The  Commission  recommends 
the  council  be  composed  of  county  welfare  personnel, 
county  commissioners,  and  consumer  representatives 
The  director  of  the  State  Department  of  Social  and* 
Rehabilitation  Services,  consulting  with  the  advisory 
council,  will  be  responsible  for  establishing  a 
transition  plan  for  the  change  to  state  assumption, 
and  for  making  any  changes  to  insure  more  efficient 
administration  of  the  state's  welfare  system. 

THE  FINANCIAL  ASPECTS 

Montana  is  victim  to  an  overdependence  on  the  property  tax 
to  finance  many  of  its  services,  including  those  of  its 
welfare  system.   This  is  due  in  part  to  the  failure  to  re- 
evaluate the  traditional  belief  that  the  county  should  be 
tr?h??i^i^^  ^?^  the  welfare  of  the  people,  and  the  reluctance 
to  shift  rhe  financing  for  welfare  from  the  inelastic  and 
unequitable  property  tax,  to  more  broad  based,  statewide 
sources  of  revenue. 
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and  social  services  programs.   Both  the  county  commissioners, 
acting  as  the  Board  of  Public  Welfare,  and  the  Department  of 
Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  are  involved  in  the  supervision 
and  administration  of  the  county  welfare  departments.   This 
situation  often  results  in  ambiguous  lines  of  authority  and 
responsibility  between  the  two  levels  of  government. 

The  county  portion  of  the  costs  of  the  welfare  system  currently 
is  financed  by  property  tax  mill  levies  for  the  County  Poor 
Fund,  with  counties  limited  to  13.5  mills  for  that  purpose. 
In  Fiscal  Year  1975,  three  counties  levied  the  full  13.5  mills, 
and  seven  counties  levied  at  least  10  mills.   In  Fiscal  Year  1976, 
four  counties  levied  the  limit,  and  there  were  ten  counties  which 
levied  at  least  ten  mills. 

Counties  which  must  levy  the  full  13.5  mills,  thus  reaching 
their  levy  limit,  are  fairly  assured  that  the  State  Department 
of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  will  provide  additional 
funds,  in  the  form  of  a  grant-in-aid,  for  expenditures  over  the 
levy  limit.   During  the  recent  Fiscal  Years  from  1972  -  1975, 
the  state  has  paid  $2,601,393.48  in  grants-in-aid  to  three 
counties. 

The  greater  need  for  funds  is  evident  by  the  increase  of  approximately 
$1.8  million  from  FY  1975  to  FY  1976  in  the  county  share  of 
the  total  cost  of  welfare  at  the  local  level.   In  FY  1975  counties 
contributed  $6,749,278  and  in  FY  1976  contributed  a  total  of 
$8,569,758.   This  total  includes  funds  that  counties  with  county- 
owned  hospitals  and/or  nursing  homes  spent  for  the  maintenance 
and/or  operation  of  the  facilities.   The  $8.5  million  represented 
about  one-third  of  the  $24.8  million  total  welfare  cost  for  the 
local  level,  with  the  other  two-thirds  -  $16,311,034  -  being  paid 
with  state  and  federal  funds. 

The  inequity  of  welfare  financing  in  Montana  is  further  exemplified 
by  analyzing  the  county  per  capita  property  tax  for  program  costs, 
[which  exclude  the  costs  of  county  health  care  facilities]  that  run 
from  a  high  of  $46.80  in  Garfield  County  to  a  low  of  zero  dollars 
in  Teton  County  for  FY  1976.   There  is  a  substantial  disparity 
in  the  welfare  caseload  between  counties,  which  causes  a  disparity 
in  the  resulting  cost  to  county  taxpayers.   The  average  per  capita 
cost  to  county  taxpayers  is  $13.96,  but  the  cost  in  11  counties 
exceeds  this  amount,  while  4  5  counties  levy  less  than  the  state 
average.   Thus  taxpayers  in  many  counties  pay  three  times  the 
property  tax  paid  by  taxpayers  in  other  counties,  even  though 
state  law  requires  the  same  programs  be  available  to  citizens  in 
all  counties. 

THE  ADVANTAGES 

The  state  assumption  of  welfare  recommendation  will  shift  completely 
the  financial  and  administrative  responsibility  for  the  system  to 
the  state  level,  as  represented  by  the  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services. 
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What  are  the  advantages  of  one  financial  and  administrative 
authority? 

*  Uniformity  of  services  and  more  equitable  service  delivery   _J<- 
of  those  services.   Clients  will  be  better  served  in  that 

there  will  be  no  differences  in  grants  or  services  provided 
by  the  local  departments  no  matter  where  the  client  may  reside 
in  the  state. 

*  Increased  financial  equity  and  accountability.   The  Department  '\ 
of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  will  be  the  sole  dispenser 

of  funds,  and  therefor  will  be  able  to  maintain  control  on  where 
monies  are  being  spent,  and  how  they  are  being  utilized.   The 
income  tax  base  at  the  state  level  is  broader  than  the  property 
tax  base  at  the  county  level,  thus  allowing  for  more  equity. 
Counties  also  will  not  be  penalized  financially  for  providing 
adequate  programs  by  being  saddled  with  the  added  cost  burden      \ 
of  migration  into  that  county  of  recipients  from  less  progressive 
counties. 

*  Simplier  administration.   The  Department  of  Social  and  V- 
Rehabilitation  Services,  as  the  single  state  agency  financing  and 
administering  a  statewide  program  will  be  able  to  provide  a 

higher  degree  of  uniform  administration,  with  more  effective 
management  of  the  local  departments.   Local  departments  should     ^ 
also  be  more  responsive  to  direction  from  a  single  rather  than  a 
dual  administrative  source.   The  vast  number  of  uniform  standards 
coupled  with  rules  and  regulations  that  are  set  for  all  political 
subdivisions  within  a  state,  can  more  effectively  be  implemented 
by  a  central  authority. 

THE  RESULTS 

*  The  State  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  will 
be  the  financial  and  administrative  authority  for  the  welfare 
system  in  Montana. 

*  All  county  department  of  public  welfare  employees  will  become   ^V 
fully  state  employees,  responsible  to  the  Department  of  Social 

and  Rehabilitation  Services,  with  their  salaries  and  benefits     j^ 
paid  completely  by  that  Department. 

*  The  Board  of  Public  Welfare,  that  currently  serves  as  the  local 
level  administative  authority  of  the  county  welfare  department, 
would  no  longer  exist. 

*  Counties  will  have  the  option  of  creating  a  Board  of  Social 
Services  to  do  human  services  planning  within  their  areas. 

*  The  county  mill  levy  to  support  the  County  Poor  Fund  will  no       , 
longer  be  necessary  thus  completely  eliminating  it,  with  counties  J^ 
losing  the  authority  to  levy  those  13.5  mills. 
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*  The  state  would  no  longer  need  to  provide  grants-in-aid 
to  those  counties  which  levied  the  13.5  mill  levy  limit, 
and  still  did  not  have  enough  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of 
services. 

*  Counties  with  county-owned  hospitals  and  nursing  homes  will 
be  able  to  authorize,  through  the  All-Purpose  Mill  Levy,  mills 
for  their  operation  and  maintenance.   Mills  can  also  be  designated 
for  the  erection  of  such  health  care  facilities  by  decision 

of  the  local  government  body. 

*  Counties  will  be  able  to  provide  supplementary  programs  to 
those  provided  by  the  state,  such  as  senior  citizen  activities, 
day  care  centers,  group  homes,  and  so  on,  and  may  on  decision  of 
the  local  governing  body  levy  mills  to  cover  the  costs  of 

such  services. 

THE  COST 

The  great  disparity  in  tax  burden  is  the  result  of  unequitable 
distribution  of  the  caseload  among  counties,  and  great  differences 
in  the  taxable  valuation  between  counties.   Since  state  law 
mandates  that  welfare  programs  be  equally  available  to  all 
citizens  who  fit  the  criteria,  the  State  Commission  on  Local 
Government  believes  that  state  law  should  also  provide  an 
equitable  method  for  funding  these  services.   One  method  not 
recommended  by  the  Commission  was  a  uniform,  statewide  mill 
levy  of  8  mills  to  fund  the  welfare  system.   The  Commission 
recommended  instead  that  the  state  finance  the  welfare  system 
from  the  state  income  tax,  thus  providing  $8  million  in  property 
tax  relief  for  the  taxpayer. 

State  financing  of  economic  assistance  and  social  service  programs 
will  come  from  the  state  income  tax  by  legislative  appropriation. 
Utilizing  the  income  tax  provides  an  equalized  per  capita  cost 
so  that  no  one  county  or  the  property  owner  is  overburdened.   State 
assumption  of  the  county  share  of  these  welfare  assistance  programs 
will  cost  approximately  $10  million  per  fiscal  year,  which  would 
result  in  a  statewide  per  capita  cost  of  $13.96  for  the  welfare 
system  in  Montana. 

FURTHER  INFORMATION 


The  State  Commission  on  Local  Government  will  take  this  recommendation 
as  a  bill  to  the  1977  Legislature.   Copies  of  the  bill  will  be 
available  in  late  December.   Comments  and  questions  concerning  the 
recommendation  are  welcome,  and  the  Commission  may  be  reached  by 
calling  Opal  Winebrenner  at  449-2814.   Anyone  interested  in  the 
proposal  is  also  encouraged  to  contact  his  legislators  with  his 
feelings. 
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COUNTY  POOR  FUND  LEVIES 
IN  SEQUENCE  FOR  FY  197  6 


Number  of  Mills 


Levied  for 

Value  of 

Total  Value 

Cascade 

Poor  Fund 

A  Mill 
87,548 

Of  Poor  Fund 

1. 

13.50 

1,181,898.00 

2. 

Granite 

13.50 

6,048 

81,648.00 

3. 

Mineral 

13.50 

3,940 

53,190.00 

4. 

Silver  Bow 

13.50 

63,925 

862,987.50 

5. 

Glacier 

13.00 

27,777 

361,101.00 

6. 

Fergus 

11.32 

22,683 

256,771.56 

7. 

Toole 

10.88 

24,000 

24,010.88 

8. 

Garfield 

10.80 

6,394 

74,887.20 

9. 

Lewis  &  Clark 

10.18 

46,507 

473,441.26 

10. 

Powell 

10.00 

9,068 

90,680.00 

11. 

Powder  River 

9.00 

74,142 

667,278.00 

12. 

Lincoln 

8.776 

20,237 

177,599.91 

13. 

Missoula 

8.14 

75,727 

616,417.78 

14. 

Liberty 

8.00 

9,565 

76,520.00 

15. 

Prairie 

7.50 

5,556 

41,670.00 

16. 

Wheatland 

7.35 

5,286 

38,852.10 

17. 

Custer 

7.16 

16,999 

121,712.84 

18. 

Lake 

6.897 

23,647 

163,093.36 

19. 

Roosevelt 

6.57 

18,927 

124,350.39 

20. 

Flathead 

6.56 

57,180 

357,100.80 

21. 

Jefferson 

6.32 

9,082 

57,398.24 

22. 

Sanders 

5.812 

17,946 

104,302.15 

23. 

Deer  Lodge 

5.50 

21,588 

118,734.00 

24. 

Beaverhead 

5.25 

16,098 

84,514.50 

25. 

Yellowstone 

5.25 

142,009 

745,547.25 

26. 

Dawson 

5.00 

19,796 

98,980.00 

27. 

McCone 

5.00 

8,748 

43,740.00 

28. 

Park 

5.00 

17,363 

86,815.00 

29. 

Golden  Valley 

4.90 

3,652 

17,894.80 

30. 

Hill 

4.736 

26,312 

124,613.63 

31. 

Valley 

4.52 

19,851 

89,726.52 

32. 

Broadwater 

4.50 

7,006 

31,527.00 

33. 

Ravalli 

4.40 

19,836 

87,278.40 

34. 

Wibaux 

4.13 

11,455 

47,309.15 

35. 

Petroleum 

4.00 

2,916 

11,664.00 

36. 

Pondera 

4.00 

17,727 

70,908.00 

37. 

Carbon 

3.92 

19,864 

77,866.88 

38. 

Musselshell 

3.79 

17,910 

67,878.90 

39. 

Fallon 

3.174 

34,112 

108,271.49 

40. 

Blaine 

3.00 

17,372 

52,116.00 

41. 

Phillips 

2.90 

12,903 

37,418.70 

42. 

Stillwater 

2.87 

11,633 

33,386.71 

43. 

Treasure 

2.75 

3,592 

9,878.00 

-b- 
COUNTY  POOR  FUND  LEVIES 
IN  SEQUENCE  FOR  FY  1976  (Continued) 


Number  of  Mills 


Levied  for 

Value  of 

Total  Value 

Rosebud 

Poor  Fund 

A  Mill 
42,958 

Of  Poor  Fund 

44. 

2.619 

112,507.00 

45. 

Gallatin 

2.58 

44,251 

114,167.58 

46. 

Carter 

2.50 

7,393 

18,482.50 

47. 

Richland 

2.35 

28,910 

67,938.50 

48. 

Sweet  Grass 

2.25 

7,345 

16,526.25 

49. 

Sheridan 

2.00 

19,217 

38,434.00 

50. 

Big  Horn 

1.65 

40,619 

67,021.35 

51. 

Daniels 

1.62 

7,038 

11,401.56 

52. 

Madison 

1.22 

15,304 

18,670.88 

53. 

Meagher 

1.10 

5,580 

6,138.00 

54. 

Judith  Basin 

1.02 

9,261 

9,446.22 

55. 

Chouteau 

.75 

24,059 

18,044.25 

56. 

Teton 

0.00 

17,097 

00.00 

-7- 


County 


1. 

Cascade 

2. 

Mineral 

3. 

Silver  Bow 

4. 

Toole 

5. 

Garfield 

6. 

Powell 

7. 

Lincoln 

8. 

Missoula 

9. 

Glacier 

10. 

Liberty 

11. 

Prairie 

12. 

Custer 

13. 

Lake 

14. 

Roosevelt 

15. 

Flathead 

16. 

Gallatin 

17. 

Jefferson 

18. 

Sanders 

19. 

Fergus 

20. 

Granite 

21. 

Lewis  and  Clark 

22. 

Deer  Lodge 

23. 

Beaverhead 

24. 

Dawson 

25. 

Park 

26. 

Yellowstone 

27. 

Hill 

28. 

Valley 

29. 

Broadwater 

30. 

Ravalli 

31. 

Petroleum 

32. 

Pondera 

33. 

Musselshell 

34. 

Carbon 

35. 

Wheatland 

36. 

Blaine 

37. 

Golden  Valley 

38. 

Phillips 

39. 

Stillwater 

40. 

Rosebud 

41. 

Richland 

42. 

Sweet  Grass 

43. 

Sheridan 

44. 

Treasure 

45. 

Carter 

46. 

Big  Horn 

47. 

Daniels 

Column  I* 

Column  II* 

Total  No. 
of  Mills 

Column  III 

Equalized 

Levied  for 

Mill  Levy 

Poor  Fund 

Difference 

13.50 

13.50 

13.50 

13.50 

13.50 

13.50 

10.88 

10.88 

10.80 

10.  80 

10.00 

10.00 

8.776 

8.776 

8.14 

8.14 

8.09 

13.00 

4.91 

8.00 

8.00 

7.50 

7.50 

7.08 

7.16 

.08 

6.897 

6.897 

6.57 

6.57 

6.56 

6.56 

6.07 

2.58 

3.49 

6.05 

6.32 

.27 

5.812 

5.812 

5.73 

11.32 

5.59 

5.69 

13.50 

7.81 

5.67 

10.18 

4.51 

5.50 

5.50 

5.25 

5.25 

5.00 

5.00 

5.00 

5.00 

4.95 

5.25 

.30 

4.736 

4.736 

4.52 

4.52 

4.50 

4.50 

4.40 

4.40 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

3.60 

3.79 

.19 

3.15 

3.92 

.77 

3.09 

7.35 

4.26 

3.00 

3.00 

2.95 

4.90 

1.95 

2.90 

2.90 

2.87 

2.87 

2.619 

2.619 

2.35 

2.35 

2.25 

2.25 

2.00 

2.00 

1.84 

2.75 

.91 

1.71 

2.50 

.79 

1.65 

1.65 

1.62 

1.62 

County 


48. 

Madison 

49. 

Fallon 

50. 

Meagher 

51. 

Wibaux 

52. 

Judith  Basin 

53. 

McCone 

54. 

Chouteau 

55. 

Powder  River 

56. 

Teton 

Column 

I* 

Column  II* 

Total  No. 
Mills  of 

Column  III' 

Equaliz 

;ed 

Levied  for 

Mill  Levy 

Poor  Fund 

Difference 

1.22 

1.22 

1.20 

3.174 

1.974 

1.10 

1.10 

1.08 

4.13 

3.05 

1.02 

1.02 

.93 

5.00 

4.07 

.75 

.75 

.54 

9.00 

8.46 

0.00 

0.00 

*  Column  I  excludes  expenditures  for  county-owned 
health  care  facilities.   It  includes  costs  for  those 
programs  that  will  be  assumed  by  the  state. 

Column  II  includes  current  total  County  Poor  Fund  tax 
mills.   It  includes  program  costs  and  other  expenditures 
authorized  under  the  County  Poor  Fund  that  will  be 
assumed  by  the  state,  however,  it  also  includes 
expenditures  for  county-owned  health  care  facilities 
and  other  programs  that  will  not  be  assumed. 


Column  III  indicates  the  number  of  mills  that  those  counties 
may  choose  to  fund  from  the  county  All-Purpose  Mill 
Levy  after  state  assumption.   This  would  be  funds  for 
county-owned  health  care  facilities  operation  and 
maintenance  and/or  other  County  Poor  Fund  expenditures 
that  will  not  be  assumed  by  the  state. 
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EQUALIZED  MILL  LEVY  FOR  ECONOMIC* 
ASSISTANCE  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICE  PROGRAMS 
FISCAL  YEAR  1976 


County 


1. 

Cascade 

2. 

Mineral 

3. 

Silver  Bow 

4. 

Toole 

5. 

Garfield 

6. 

Powell 

7. 

Lincoln 

8. 

Missoula 

9. 

Glacier 

10. 

Liberty 

11. 

Prairie 

12. 

Custer 

13. 

Lake 

14. 

Roosevelt 

15. 

Flathead 

16. 

Gallatin 

17. 

Jefferson 

18. 

Sanders 

19. 

Fergus 

20. 

Granite 

21. 

Lewis  and  Clark 

22. 

Deer  Lodge 

23. 

Beaverhead 

24. 

Dawson 

25. 

Park 

26. 

Yellowstone 

27. 

Hill 

28. 

Valley 

29. 

Broadwater 

30. 

Ravalli 

31. 

Petroleum 

32. 

Pondera 

33. 

Musselshell 

34. 

Carbon 

35. 

Wheatland 

36. 

Blaine 

37. 

Golden  Valley 

38. 

Phillips 

39. 

Stillwater 

40. 

Rosebud 

41. 

Richland 

42. 

Sweet  Grass 

43. 

Sheridan 

44. 

Treasure 

45. 

Carter 

46. 

Big  Horn 

Mill 

Levy 

13. 

50 

13. 

50 

13. 

50 

10. 

88 

10. 

80 

10. 

00 

8. 

776 

8. 

14 

8. 

09 

8. 

00 

7. 

50 

7. 

08 

6. 

897 

6. 

57 

6. 

56 

6. 

07 

6. 

05 

5. 

812 

5. 

73 

5. 

69 

5. 

67 

5, 

50 

5. 

25 

5. 

00 

5. 

00 

4. 

.95 

4, 

736 

4. 

52 

4. 

50 

4. 

40 

4. 

.00 

4. 

00 

3. 

.60 

3. 

15 

3 

.09 

3 

.00 

2 

.95 

2. 

.90 

2. 

87 

2 

.619 

2 

.35 

2 

.25 

2 

.00 

1 

.84 

1 

.71 

1 

.65 
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EQUALIZED  MILL  LEVY  FOR  ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICE  PROGRAMS  (CONT.) 

FISCAL  YEAR  19  76 


County 


47. 

Daniels 

48. 

Madison 

49. 

Fallon 

50. 

Meagher 

51. 

Wibaux 

52. 

Judith  Basin 

53. 

McCone 

54. 

Chouteau 

55. 

Powder  River 

56. 

Teton 

Mill  Levy 

1. 

,62 

1. 

,22 

1. 

,20 

1. 

.10 

1. 

,08 

1. 

,02 

,93 

,75 

,54 

0. 

,00 

A  Statewide  mill  levy  would  be  7.61  mills 


*  This  table  is  based  on  only  economic  assistance  and 
social  service  programs  that  the  state  would  assume  and 
excludes  costs  of  county  health  care  facilities  and  other 
County  Poor  Fund  expenses  that  would  remain  a  local 
responsibility. 
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PER  CAPITA  PROPERTY  TAX  FOR  ECONOMIC  * 
ASSISTANCE  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  PROGRAMS 
FISCAL  YEAR  1976 


County  Per  Capita  Cost 


1. 

Garfield 

2. 

Liberty 

3. 

Prairie 

4. 

Silver  Bow 

5. 

Glacier 

6. 

Petroleum 

7. 

Powder  River 

8. 

Musselshell 

9. 

Mineral 

10. 

Rosebud 

11. 

Cascade 

12. 

Sanders 

13. 

Granite 

14. 

Powell 

15. 

Golden  Valley 

16. 

Roosevelt 

17. 

Broadwater 

18. 

Pondera 

19. 

Fallon 

20. 

Lincoln 

21. 

Beaverhead 

22. 

Fergus 

23. 

Custer 

24. 

Lake 

25. 

Missoula 

26. 

Dawson 

27. 

Wibaux 

28. 

Flathead 

29. 

Jefferson 

30. 

Carbon 

31. 

Deer  Lodge 

32. 

Blaine 

33. 

Gallatin 

34. 

Yellowstone 

35. 

Lewis  and  Clark 

36. 

Park 

37. 

Sheridan 

38. 

Hill 

39. 

Madison 

40. 

Valley 

41. 

Richland 

42. 

Phillips 

43. 

Carter 

44. 

Wheatland 

45. 

Stillwater 

46. 

Big  Horn 

47. 

Treasure 

48. 

Sweet  Grass 

49. 

Ravalli 

46, 

80 

33. 

27 

21. 

93 

19. 

98 

19. 

17 

19. 

44 

18. 

20 

15. 

37 

14. 

78 

14. 

61 

14. 

02 

13. 

37 

12. 

75 

12. 

25 

11. 

99 

11. 

84 

11. 

68 

10. 

58 

10. 

46 

10. 

45 

10. 

18 

10. 

08 

9. 

78 

9. 

77 

9. 

68 

9. 

08 

8. 

83 

8. 

81 

7. 

96 

7. 

92 

7. 

86 

7. 

66 

7. 

46 

7. 

46 

7. 

32 

7. 

30 

7. 

25 

7. 

04 

6. 

92 

6. 

90 

6 

.86 

6. 

80 

6 

.66 

6. 

.54 

6. 

42 

6. 

38 

5 

.52 

5. 

.33 

4 

.88 
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PER  CAPITA  PROPERTY  TAX  FOR  ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  PROGRAMS  (CONT.) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1976 


County  Per  Capita  Cost 


50. 

Toole 

51. 

Daniels 

52. 

Judith  Basin 

53. 

Meagher 

54. 

Chouteau 

55. 

McCone 

56. 

Teton 

4. 

.45 

3. 

.56 

3. 

.50 

2. 

.92 

2. 

.82 

1. 

,38 

-0— 


The  statewide  per  capita  is  $13.96. 


*  This  table  is  based  on  only  economic  assistance  and 
social  service  programs  that  the  state  would  assume  and 
excludes  costs  of  county  health  care  facilities  and 
other  County  Poor  Fund  expenses  that  would  remain  a 
local  responsibility. 


